Introduction
Opinions about the decreased attention that the USA gives to the region of Central and Eastern Europe (hereinafter referred to as CEE), hence, to Lithuania too, have recently been often heard in the public sphere 1 . These apprehensions are provoked by the changed plans of the USA concerning the anti-missile defense system in Eastern Europe and by the supposition that after the USA policy with respect to Russia has changed (having replaced "containment" by "engagement") outspoken "soft power" expansionistic moods in Russia will strengthen therefore its neighbors will possibly become more vulnerable. However, there are opinions that the concern of the Baltic Sea eastern region about Washington's commitment to security stability of the countries of this region is groundless, and the CEE states "should support USA's aspiration to restore its relations with Russia though success is not guaranteed" 2 . This discussion testifies to the fact that security problems in the region remain acute despite the fact that Lithuania, like other countries of the region, is a member of NATO, which is committed to permanent collective defense (24 hours per day, 7 days per week, 365 days per year 3 ). On the one hand, Lithuania's present position in the international security system has been the best one since the restoration of Independence; on the other hand, the national Security Strategy of the Republic of Lithuania identifies certain external and internal risk factors and threats to national security (recently the problem of energy security has been especially emphasized), the necessity to successfully establish oneself in Euro-Atlantic structures 4 and to go on strengthening the transatlantic relation is further considered; the academic discussion about the tendencies of "securitizing" its foreign policy, e.g. with respect to Russia, continues. Lithuania's concern about national security and transatlantic partnership, looking at it from the perspective of a small state and bearing in mind historical experience, is quite understandable. The political and academic elite of Lithuania, in essence, unanimously recognize the exceptional role of the USA in restoring the independent state of Lithuania and regard it as "the main guarantee of Lithuania's self-efficacy" 6 . US-Lithuanian ties are characterized as a strategic partnership 7 , which is determined by ideological, geopolitical and political circumstances, therefore Lithuania is especially 57 sensitive to the changes in the US foreign policy. Vaidotas Urbelis and Gerda Jakštaitė have analyzed US-Lithuanian relations, and they draw attention to the fact that the significance of Lithuania as a small country with respect to the USA manifests itself within the CEE or the Nordic-Baltic context only 8 . During the past years, to balance the policy of "reset" the CEE countries sought reassurance that the USA remained committed to the region's security, or, as Poland, tried to "reset" their relationships with Russia themselves. Nonetheless, in the analysts' opinion the countries of the CEE region were not so much affected by the fear of the "new Yalta" or doubts about the political will of NATO; rather, they felt the absence of a clear vision of the US policy in that region 9 as the factor that united and stabilized the foreign policy of the countries of the region.
However, having achieved Lithuania's membership in NATO and the European Union, which is regarded as a historical achievement, a certain vacuum in foreign policy is observed; hence there are attempts to fill it with a different substance. Perhaps the most obvious attempt to define a new post-integration concept of foreign policy was made in a speech by Artūras Paulauskas, interim and acting President of the Republic of Lithuania delivered at Vilnius University in 2004 10 . This, however, was the beginning rather than the end of the discussions. According to Evaldas Nekrašas, after a direct existential threat to the Lithuanian state had disappeared, Lithuania should have given the same significance to the issues of welfare of the state and its citizens 11 , chosen the policy of the West rather than that of the East. Nortautas Statkus and Kęstutis Paulauskas urged the country to reconsider Lithuania's policy of euroatlantism, which "should not be the dogma of the country's foreign policy" 12 , Česlovas Laurinavičius and others urged it to turn to "normal balancing within the limits of Lithuanian collective commitments" 13 , or, according to Raimundas Lopata, to perceive the paradigm 8 of "both NATO and the EU" as "the permanent solution of two loyalties whose criterion was a real rather than formal withdrawal from the sphere of influence of the East"
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. Attempts were made to counterpose the conception of golden province of Europe 15 with the conception of Lithuania as the leader of the region, to revive the ideas of good neighborhood 16 , but, on the whole, a clearer vision of Lithuania's foreign policy is absent. 17 This article argues that transatlantic relations continue to be an inexhaustible theme of both the foreign and defense policy of Lithuania and of academic discussions. In the most general sense transatlantic relations mean the relation between the USA and Europe; the conception of the Transatlantic Security Community encompasses the following: a) the common identity and values, b) (economic) interdependence, c) common institutions based on the norms regulating these relationships 18 ; in other words, it means a deeply integrated social group. The collective study Beieškant NATO Lietuvoje (In Search of NATO in Lithuania) 19 devoted to the discussion of Lithuania's experience in NATO points out that even almost a decade after membership, the Alliance has not become a part of us yet; rather, it is perceived as "they", "others", etc. According to Shapiro and Witney, the anti-missile history revealed a profound lack of trust by new NATO and EU members in the solidarity of the communities and their collective strength 20 . Though the USA and Europe are the most important trading partners for each other, Russia remains Lithuania's main trading partner -it takes the first place according to both import and export volumes: in 2011 this accounted for 32.8 percent and 16.6 percent, respectively, of the total volumes, the largest part being energy resources 21 . . Together with its partners Lithuania has assured NATO defense plans for the Baltic States, however, the expenses it allocates to the defense budget (like those of the majority of other European states) decreased to the critical limit -in 2012 they accounted for as little as 0.8 percent of GDP. On the whole, Europe, being dependent on US military power, paradoxically lacks a common European attitude to the USA and transatlantic relations, as well as other growing powers. President Obama's first term of office was noted not only for "resetting" relations with Russia but also for shifting the US attention to other regions, first and foremost, to the Asian-Pacific region 23 , thus the analysts on both sides of the Atlantic speculate about how the USA and Europe could remain "irreplaceable partners" to each other in the future 24 . Lithuania, being a full member of the Euroatlantic Community
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, should take part in this discussion. All the more so with Lithuania's NATO membership, which strengthened the region's security considerably when the probability of the existential threat was assessed as non-existent or at least as minimal, the matter has not been completely resolved, because:
• Lithuania, being a small country, due to its geopolitical position, has to constantly watch and assess changes in the external environment and react to them adequately; • Lithuania's membership of the North Atlantic Alliance does not release it from the necessity to develop its defense capacities (and allocate adequate financing to it); • Taking into consideration economic-social aspects of security, deeper integration into the transatlantic security community should be sought in this sphere too to strengthen relevant institutions and values.
Seeking to give an answer to these questions, the following theoretical suppositions will be taken as the basis: according to the neoclassical realist theory, the foreign policy of a small country is determined to a large extent by the structural factors of the international system, and the geopolitical position of the state; however the pressure of the external environment affects it through intervening unit-level factors, such as a state structure and decisionmakers' perceptions.
1. A Small Country in the International System: in Search of Security
Security
In international security studies, security is usually discussed within the context of power policy and is related to the traditional political-military conception of security in which security in essence means the survival or absence of a threat. According to Glen Snyder, security means "strong confidence that the values held onto (i.e. territorial integrity, political independence, etc.) will be protected in case of an external military threat"
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. From Ken Booth's viewpoint, security means survival-plus 27 , i.e. not only absence of a threat to the survival but also certain choices of life. The dilemma of security on the whole is considered to be a fundamental conception in security studies because, according to Booth and Wheeler, it is related to the existential condition of uncertainty characteristic of all kinds of relations between the people, not only to interaction on the most aggressive -international arena 28 . It is thought that one government or policy maker cannot be absolutely sure of other actors who can have an impact the state's security, of present and future intentions and motives ("unsolvable uncertainty"), therefore, when assessing possible threats, one has to be very conservative.
The security issue usually arises when existential threat to a certain object (traditionally but not necessarily, to a state, a nation) is posed by other actors of the international system (e.g., by revisionist states), which have more power (military, economic) and which are in a geographical proximity and have hostile intentions. According to Statkus and Paulauskas, on the basis of the neo-realistic paradigm, the state's safe existence is assured when other sta- There exists another viewpoint, which maintains that security arises from the cooperation relation rather than from the ability to concentrate and use power against others. The so-called Copenhagen School questions the conception of objective security (with the exception of the obvious cases of a direct threat) and states that in many cases it is socially constructed and intersubjective 30 . Statements can be found in literature that security is self-referential practice, or it is the way a certain issue becomes a security issue: it does not necessarily have to pose a real existential threat and is presented by a speaker as such and understood by the audience as a threat to the survival (identity). In other words, security does not belong either to the object or subject, it exists among the subjects 31 . According to Buzan and others, "securitization" of the issue moves policy beyond the limits of the established rules of the game making it the object of the "extraordinary" policy (or: the above-policy object) 32 , which makes the use of any means (e.g. the use of force, universal mobilization) essentially justified.
The criteria according to which a certain issue is recognized as having existential significance are as follows: when it is possible to argue that it is more important than all others and it should be given absolute priority; that without solving this issue all others can become unimportant; the issue does not fit in the framework of usual politics. Security issues, however, must not be made absolute in a democratic state (e.g., due to the danger to use them for the purpose of the internal policy); in the ideal case policy must be able to evolve on the basis of routine procedures without resorting to immediate extreme measures. The optimal long-term strategy is the desecuritization strategy, which seeks the solution of certain issues out of the discourse area of "a threat-countermeasure" and moves towards the ordinary public sphere 33 . . Transnational integration and creating a collective identity is the solution of the security problem proposed by the constructivists; however, contemporary security theoreticians tend to underline the synthesis of both viewpoints in seeking for the solution of security problems.
The Small State
The small states, to which Lithuania is attributed, are regarded as especially sensitive in the security issues because they have "limited power and have no possibilities to exert essential influence on the actual world order" 35 . The small states have not been studied extensively enough in academic literature; they were even considered ignored 36 , because on the basis of the (neo) realistic paradigm (Waltz, Carr, Morgenthau, Niebhur and others), the behavior of the small states in the international system is restricted to a great extent (and explained sufficiently well) by the structural factors, contrary to the case of the large states. The small states are usually treated as the object rather than the subject of international relations.
A state is usually attributed to one of the following categories -super power, large, medium, small power or a mini state -on the basis of the objective material parameters of its power. According to Robert Rothstein 37 , the following features are characteristic of the small state: 1) it admits that it cannot ensure security with its own means available therefore it has in essence to rely on help provided by other states, institutions, processes or development of events, 2) the narrow margin of safety is characteristic of it, 3) the leaders of the state understand its weakness as an attribute that in essence cannot be changed. The foreign policy of the states that do not influence the international system (i.e. the small states) is treated as "adaptation to the reality" rather than restructuring it in the classification presented by limited to nearby regions); focus on international law and institutions; underlining moral principles; relying on a super power in issues of security; flexibility and creativeness. Many authors underline the geographical (in other places -geopolitical) factor as the primary one, which influences the foreign policy of the small states -that is, the military and strategic situation of the state (neighborhood of more powerful states, intersecting interests are regarded as an unfavorable position), its natural resources, dependence on their import and others, as well as a characteristic consensus on the issues of the foreign policy.
Michael Handel uses the definition of a weak state 39 , where not only objective but also certain "intuitive" criteria, such as absence of strength rather than the size of the country, are of importance; it is underlined that the state's strength or weakness is sooner a relative than absolute magnitude, a dynamic rather than fixed feature. He distinguishes the internal sources, such as geographical conditions, human resources, organizational abilities (political institutions, etc.) and external sources of the state's strength, that is, formal and informal alliances. Alliances of a different nature are considered a primary instrument of national security policy, a characteristic strategy of the behavior of a small state in international politics. Though the primary purpose of the alliance is a joint rebuff of the external threats, its additional internal ties, such as mutual trade or common values are of no less significance. In his study on alliance formation 40 , Stephen M. Walt makes a conclusion that common interests strengthen the ties of the alliance more than a common ideology. With a threat increasing (for instance, with a change in the balance of powers in the international system), rational behavior of the state is, according to Snyder, to strengthen the ties of the alliance, to support the allies, to create a reputation of a loyal, determined partner, to underline mutual dependence and commitments. According to Handel, weak states can never afford to lose vigilance in the security matters or merely enjoy the security provided by the super power.
It has been noted that the small states often are not helpless victims of the system; on the contrary, they are able to make an efficient use of the possibilities of the international system, and to manipulate the power of the large states for their own benefit. The state's "soft power" 41 , that is, communicative, organizational, institutional abilities, making use of interdependence, and especially the ability to accurately react to new information, are mentioned as significant factors when speaking about economic, social security, as well as about powers of the states within the context of the European Union (e.g., putting forward innovative ideas, the ability to form the agenda or a discourse by changing preferences of other actors). One of the examples of how a small state can influence the international system is the Scandinavian countries, which have become established in the world community as creators of certain norms in international politics.
Theorists of neoclassical realism (Rose, Schweller, Lobell and others) emphasize that unit-level variables, such as a state structure, its decision-makers' perceptions, key social and economic actors, and a lack of consensus among them can prevent states from adapting rationally to changes in the international environment (i.e., shifts in power). Identification and assessment of threats and strategic adjustment is a complex rather than a single-minded process, entailing considerable bargaining within the state's leadership and other important stakeholders. Lobell points out 42 that the foreign policy executive, standing at the intersection of international and domestic politics, should forge and maintain a coalition with various societal elites. According to Randal Schweller, historical experience shows that the states often assess and balance their behaviur in the presence of arising threats insufficiently 43 . In summary, the following relevant factors can be distinguished within the context of the problem in question:
• The international system sets certain opportunities and constraints for the foreign policies of the states; the small states are especially sensitive in their security issues; • A change in the balance of powers in the international system is assessed as an increasing threat to security, at the same time taking into consideration the geographical (geopolitical) factor too; • The rational behavior of the state is to balance or acquire more power (external or internal strength); strengthening the ties of the alliance and interdependence; • It is within the state (institutions/political elite) that decisions on the origin and nature of arising threats to security and the necessary measures to be taken are made; a lack of consensus between the foreign policy executive and key societal actors can impede the process of foreign policy adjustment. The global security environment is constantly changing, it is dynamic, and the agendas of politics change respectively. After the elections of the President and the Congress that took place in 2012, the assessment of possible changes in the US foreign policy became one of the most important issues for Lithuanian policy makers.
2. Growing "Others" and the Global US Agenda
Changing Balance of Powers
The feeling that it is losing its role as hegemon in the world, which the USA became after the Cold War, has prevailed for some time already, 44 though the USA is still the strongest global power and likely will remain so in the future. According to Fareed Zakaria, during the recent years the USA has not become weaker but, rather, "all the others are growing" 45 . The "9/11 shock" has become one of the factors that destroyed America's self-confidence and changed its understanding of threats, states Zbigniew Brzezinski 46 . In his opinion, the world "after America", that is, with its power gradually declining, seems much less safe 47 . According to the data of the statement The Global Trends 2025 of the National Intelligence Council 48 , the probable scenario of the future of the world is the formation of a global multi-polar system due to the growing new powers (China, Russia, India and others), the shift of economic power referred to as the historical one from the West to the East and the increasing influence of the non-state actors. It is forecasted that new players will bring new rules of the game into the system, and a threat arises that the traditional Western alliances would be weakened. The analysts, when speaking about the tendencies of recent years, alongside globalization mention strengthening of regionalism and, besides the Asian region, indicate the regions of Latin America, the Middle East and Africa as demanding USA's attention. The major threats identified are global ones, such as expansion of nuclear weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, issues of economy and energy, climate warming, etc. The majority of them, such as the issues of cyber security, are reflected in the NATO New Strategic Concept 49 . The changing view of the world due to globalization and the increased threats is also stated in the US National Security Strategy approved in 2010 50 . The Strategy states that the USA fought against "a wide network of violence" for almost a decade therefore the time has come for the USA to renew itself -to strengthen its economy and to reduce the budget deficit, to invest in education, energy, innovations, and competitiveness in the world market -and to assess its global role anew. The document characterizes NATO as "the exceptional Alliance of security" in the world and the relations with the allies in Europe (the United Kingdom, France, Germany, in particular) are identified as the "corner stone" of USA's involvement in the world. The commitment to Article 5 of the Washington Treaty is emphasized once again; however, at the same time, it is underlined that the Alliance has to be reformed on the basis of the NATO New Strategic Concept. The commitment to partnership with the stronger European Union is expressed by seeking common goals, including encouraging democracy and welfare in the countries of Eastern Europe, which are still transitioning to democracy. However, in fighting against the global challenges it is planned to create new partnerships and develop cooperation with the rising "key centers of influence" -China, India, Russia, as well as Brazil, South Africa, Indonesia and other growing powers. The strategic "pivot" of America towards the Asian-Pacific region is one of the essential features of Obama's first term of office, which, by assessment of some analysts, will continue in the future due to "economic and geopolitical charm of China" , as well as North Korea. The latter issues are expected to dominate the transatlantic agenda alongside the issues of terrorism, trade and relations with Russia. The President's new term of office gives him the opportunity to look anew at the relations with the "key foreign partners", including the new President of Russia Vladimir Putin.
The End of "Reset"?
The global agenda and understanding of global threats have an effect on constructing USA's relations with Russia: to begin the "reset" seeking for cooperation on the basis of mutual interests -reduction of the arsenal of nuclear weapons in both countries; a fight against terrorism (especially in Afghanistan); cooperation in the sphere of trade. The National Security Strategy also specified the aspiration to create a "stable substantive, multidimensional relation" with the player that has reappeared in the international system seeking to achieve mutually beneficial objectives.
As previously mentioned, the policy of the "reset" of the relations that caused a certain concern to the CEE governments is assessed in the USA itself in an ambiguous way. According to the assessment of the US Council on Foreign Relations the "reset" helped improve the relations between the USA and Russia; however, disagreements between the countries still existed on many issues, especially concerning the creation of the US anti-missile defense shield in Europe, and recently a deterioration in the relations has been observed. In the opinion of Steven Pifer, the "reset" stage with relatively easy issues of the bilateral agenda has passed already, the elections in both states have come to an end, thus the question whether Russia was ready to re-engage and cooperate in the issue of reducing the nuclear arsenal or the compromise concerning antimissile defense shield in Europe remained open.
There are people who think that the main problem is the drifting of the USA itself, having concentrated on a fight against terrorism and without having developed a global vision during the past decade, whereas its rivals, 
Threats to the Alliance and the Decreasing Power of Europe
The report The Global Trends 2025 specifies that recently NATO has been encountering serious challenges related to the ability of undertaking an ever increasing responsibility that extends beyond the borders of the Alliance and the decreasing military capacities of Europe. Weakening of traditional alliances is forecasted in the future, and at the same time it is almost unanimously agreed as to the spread of increased insecurity in the 21st century.
As Jovita Pranevičiūtė has observed, after September 11, 2001, attacks in the USA, the list of the North Atlantic Alliance threats started to expand and each review of the NATO strategy added "one more or several definitions of the new threats, challenges or risks"
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. Different NATO members, however, see the threats posed to the Alliance in a different way -from traditional to the new threats of terrorism, development of weapons of mass destruction, energy and others. On the basis of all that and the imagined role of NATO in the future, the countries of the Alliance are divided into three groups: "reformers", "supporters of status quo" and "propagators of a return to themselves". Poland, the Czech Republic and the Baltic States, which accentuate the real implementation of Article 5 and which speak for planning conventional armament, the nuclear deterrence strategy and, according to Pranevičiūtė, the only potential threat which has not been openly identified by anybody is Russia.
The paradox, however, is that with the list of potential threats growing, expenses of the majority of allies on defence have decreased. During the economic financial crisis the majority of governments were made (or at least considered) to resort to strict saving measures, including a reduction of expenses on national defence. Meanwhile recent NATO operations in Afghanistan and Libya revealed certain weaknesses of the allies -only a small part of the Alliance members were able to undertake the "hard" (i.e. fighting) part of the task. The so-called "burden sharing" problem came to light once again, and NATO and US officials started to speak ever louder about the necessity for the Europeans to invest in their defense.
Twenty-eight members of the Alliance are taking part in its activities in several ways; however, participation in NATO operations, as well as possibilities to deploy their armed forces is considered to be the main way. For exam-ple, the Afghanistan International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) operation (a total of 49 countries participate in it -the greatest part of them are EU states, including Lithuania) 61 to be continued until 2014. The key discussions about division of expenses in the Alliance are held with respect to deployment of the armed forces in NATO operations since this constitutes the largest part expenses related to NATO membership. At the present time only five NATO countries allocate the agreed 2 percent of GDP to the defense of the country, and the expenses allocated of the European countries have decreased by almost 15 percent during the past decade. Besides, when assessing the indicators of the defense budget of the countries, not only the absolute figures are taken into consideration but also proportions allocated to the staff, renewal of the armament and other things. During the recent years the average of NATO countries (with the exception of the USA) allocated to acquisition of equipment accounted to as little as 16.7 percent (in some Member States -less than 10 percent); this raises doubts about the capabilities of the allies to repel traditional and new threats, and to participate in new operations. According to the amount of expenses allocated to its defense, Lithuania is nearly in last place (see Table 1 ). By the assessment of the international expert group, if the present tendencies remain Lithuania might be unable to carry out its Alliance membership commitments in the future In his farewell speech made on 10 June 2011, the US Defense Secretary Robert Gates unambiguously warned the allies in Europe about "a dim, if not dismal future for the transatlantic alliance" if the NATO member states do not seriously undertake expenses on defense and will participate in NATO operation more fully and actively. After the Cold War the share of the USA in the NATO defense budget increased from 50 percent to more than 70 percent, whereas expenses on defense of economically strong European countries were constantly on the decrease (See Fig. 2 ), some part of them are "specializing" in the "soft" tasks. According to Gates, Europe cannot expect the US tax payers to pay for its security forever: if downtrends of defensive capacities of Europe remain unchanged, the future generation of the US political leaders, which grew up after Cold War, might "see no sense in America's investments in NATO" 64 . US warnings to Europe are related to the intentions of America itself to limit its military expenses within the context of acute political debates about a general reduction of the budget deficit of the country. In 2011, the US expenses on defense amounted to almost 700 billion US dollars -the defense budget itself totaled 530 billion US dollars, while 160 billion US dollars was allocated additionally for the needs of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. The Act on Budget Control that came into effect in 2011 provided for reducing the US budget deficit by 1.5 trillion US dollars in 2013-2021, including a reduction of expenses of the military budget. During the time of preparing this clause it was not known yet on what further measures for reducing the budget the leaders of the Democrats and Republicans were going to agree, but the current debt of the federal budget amounting to 16 trillion US dollars (exceeding GDP of the USA) is assessed by the representatives of the American political elite as a "national security crisis" in the sense of economic security 65 . The size of the current debt is such that, according to Peter W. Singer, it would be enough to purchase 16 Marshall plans or 16 NATO military budgets. True, America's power even in the worst-case scenario, the case of sequestration, is going to remain sufficiently large: the planned US military budget will account for 38-40 percent of the total world military budget in 2013, whereas the indicators of the nearest potential rivals are much lower: China -8.2 percent, Russia -3.9 percent.
The defense strategy guidelines of the US Department of Defense issued in 2012 specify that the priorities of the US foreign and security policy are reoriented from Europe towards Asian-Pacific region and the Middle East 66 . This also means a strategically different redeployment of the US armed forces in the world, and the military bases and infrastructure related to them. For example, it is planned to reduce the number of soldiers stationed in Europe down to 70 thousand soldiers by 2015 (compare to the Cold War period -about 300 thousand US soldiers) 67 . Thus, both a further reduction of US defense expenses during the period between 2013 and 2021 and transfer of the arsenal of the identified main threats to other continents means only one thing: namely, that the allies in Europe must assume more responsibility for their own security, develop their defense capacities on the basis of the New NATO Strategic Concept, and bridge the gap separating them from the USA seeking a common objective -"NATO forces 2020". All countries are urged to contribute more to "smart defense" and the NATO Summit held in Chicago in 2012 identified the NATO Air Policing Mission in the Baltic States as one of the most successful examples of it.
Challenges to Europe: Together or Separately?
Hence, the following challenge is going to be posed to Europe: to assess the changed geopolitical picture of the world, as well as to assess the way Europe sees itself in that picture. It seems that during recent years the issues of Euro zone, the economic crisis, as well as problems of the Mediterranean Sea Region, has been given much attention in the European Union. In the opinion of José Manuel Barroso, President of the European Commission, in the presence of global challenges deeper economic and financial integration is necessary, that is, a federation of nation-states 68 Policy (CSDP) until 2013. 75 Thus far the goals set by ESDP/ CSDP, which were planned to be implemented by 2003, later by 2010, have not been implemented (Headline Goal 2010) 76 . Engagement of each European Union state in military operations further remains a matter of political will. Recently much attention has been devoted to energy security issues on both sides of the Atlantic 77 . There are spheres where transatlantic cooperation is not so smooth; for example, the USA has not granted the visa free regime to some EU countries, such as Poland or Bulgaria.
Though during the US election campaign the theme of Europe was hardly in the picture, the choice of Obama as President on the whole was met favorably in Europe 78 . In the opinion of experts of the European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR) Obama's words that the USA no longer wanted to be Europe's patron and sought to become its partner would also mean that "the time has come for Europe to grow up" and start to solve the issues of both relations with Russia or Eastern neighbors and become engaged in solving the issues of Syria, Iran, the Near East and other issues 79 . As Jeremy Shapiro and Nick Witney 80 stated in their study on the relations between the USA and EU, a threat to transatlantic bond rose not because of America's global strategy but because of the fact that Europe itself had not become aware yet of how the world was changing and how the transatlantic bond should change in relation to that 81 . Europe's current relations with the USA are characterized as conflicting and consisting of many identities: bilateral relations of the European states with the USA (which the majority, beginning with the United Kingdom, the Netherlands and ending with the countries of CEE, think to be special); military relations through NATO and developing EU relations with the USA (true, the EU Member States still have a strong feeling of national sovereignty in the sphere of the security policy too). Stefan Lehne openly says that through the eyes of an outside observer, the block of 28 82 Member States (where all countries formally have equal weight in decision -making process), which unanimously adopts decisions in the sphere of security policy actually has three main players -Germany, France, United Kingdom -upon the behavior of which the position of the entire EU depends to a great extent. The ECFR research carried out all over the European Union denied the prevailing stereotypical opinion about more "European" or more "atlanticist" European states -in the opinion of the majority of the respondents their countries were more than on average committed to both communities. In the opinion of the authors, despite continuing to live with myths, the European Union should be able to formulate and carry out a common foreign policy.
Thus far Europe's unwillingness or inability to speak in a single voice has prevented it from speaking efficiently not only to the USA but also to other powers -China and Russia. In the opinion of Shapiro and Witney, the European states should establish a tradition to discuss various concepts of security in different parts of the Continent inside the European Union. A lack of trust between the old members of the European Union and those that are still regarded as the new ones can be overcome only by open talking of the European States among themselves instead of waiting for Washington's decision on a greater necessity of seeing NATO in the CEE region or their dependence on Russia in the energy sector 83 . The European Union is urged to give the following features to the transatlantic bond: assuming responsibility in the security issues; seeking for agreements/compromises -to do this not only the analysis of the foreign policy problems but also concrete initiatives at the negotiation table are needed; acting on the basis of arguments; choosing a choir rather than solo roles. One of the main reasons identified, which has prevented Europe from making its unanimous voice heard and becoming a significant international player was a lack of a political will and strategic attitude.
As Statkus and Paulauskas have observed, thus far the Lithuanian political elite have followed the (misguided) supposition that strengthening the CFSP (without which the European Union cannot be imagined as a political union) can do harm to the transatlantic bond and they have argued that Lithuania is a part of the identity of this collective subject called Europe exert influence on its policy. Taking into consideration the present institutional arrangement of the EU, possibilities for Lithuania to influence its policy are limited, however, it can still present its ideas and arguments. For instance, one of the major priorities during Lithuania's presidency in the EU is the Eastern Partnership initiative as a means for creating a more secure and democratic area close to the EU borders.
The thing that is characteristic of Lithuania's institutional structure is that the key role in its foreign policy falls on the Head of the State who decides on the major issues of the foreign policy and, together with the Government, conducts foreign policy. Lithuania is a parliamentary republic (with certain semi-presidential features) that has certain competence (e.g., ratification of international treaties, consideration of other issues of the foreign policy) provided for the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania too. Hence, when looking for answers to the security issues raised or the explanation of the current situation, it is necessary to take into consideration the institutional structure of the state, perceptions of its political elite, to look for consensus with key social actors about major security issues and necessary measures to be taken.
Conclusions
Attempts have been made in the article to go back to transatlantic relations and the issues of Lithuania's security, assuming that they are still relevant.
According to the neo-realist theory, small states are especially sensitive to security issues because of their limited power. The foreign policy of small states is primarily influenced by systemic -structural factors and is usually regarded as "adjustment to reality". When looking for security small states usually balance against threats; "soft" power is often emphasized in the global world. With the rise of threats, a state should strengthen the ties of the alliance; to underline interdependence and commitments; to foster a common identity. Small (weak) states can never afford to lose vigilance in security matters or merely enjoy the security provided by a super power.
Lithuania, with its membership of NATO and the EU, is regarded as having essentially solved its security dilema. There are some other features inherent in the foreign policy of small states that are also present in Lithuania's foreign policy: attention to the closest region (e.g. Eastern Partnership); focus on international institutions and norms, emphasis on values. On the other hand, there is a lack of diversification of economic ties (especially, there is a problem of higher dependence on a single energy resources supplier). Despite the "securitized" public discourse, Lithuania falls behind other Alliance members in the amount of its expenses allocated to defense. From the point of view of neo-classical realism, this can be explained by intervening unit-level variables -state structures and perceptions of the political elite.
The key factor for foreign policy decision-makers of small states is a reasonable assessment of changes in the international system. Analysts note of a shift from the unipolar to multipolar world because of the rise of the regional powers and economic interdependence. The world nowadays is facing global threats. Accordingly, a strategic change ("pivot to Asia") in the foreign policy of the US, which is considered to be a strategic partner for Lithuania, is being observed. Although commitments to collective defense are persistent, the European allies are encouraged to assume more responsibility in regional security matters. The decrease of the US defense funding and strategic redistribution of it in the world should encourage European countries to invest more in their defense. Measures to strengthen the CSFP will be considered at the highest level by the end of 2013. The Lithuanian political and academic elite should take these processes into consideration and assess their impact on the security of the country and the region, as well as the best means to address these challenges.
Due to its geopolitical situation, Lithuania is especially keen on the vitality of transatlantic relations. They may be challenged by at least two factors: a need for a more unanimous European attitude and economic-financial constraints on both sides of the Atlantic. Because of the institutional arrangement of the EU, the possibilities for Lithuania to exert influence on the CFSP are limited, however, Lithuania is ready to contribute to a greater security in the region by fostering the Eastern Partnership. Prospects of concluding the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership opens up opportunities for mutual economic recovery and further fostering of social and economic transatlantic ties.
The Copenhagen School believes that security arises from cooperation and a common identity rather than from the ability to concentrate and use power against others. Research shows that the issue of Lithuania's integration into the transatlantic security community is still an unfinished matter.
The aim of the article is to prove that security issues are still of great importance to Lithuania. Their solutions could be as follows:
• to become a reliable, loyal partner to the Alliance not only committing itself to the common policy and strategy of the alliance but also respectively investing in the development of defensive capabilities ;
• to further deepen Euro-Atlantic integration in the economic-social sphere: to strengthen interdependence reorienting and diversifying its economic-trade relations accordingly; to encourage the development of human relations; • inside to further strengthen democratic values and institutions; • in view of the ongoing external processes and with a decade of Lithuania's membership in the Euroatlantic community approaching, a public debate about the changing international environment, Lithuania's place and role in the world, and its understanding of threats and security can be held; it could help to clarify some answers while seeking together with partners on both sides of the Atlantic for common security solutions.
